
Teham a County Groundwater Dem and Managem ent Survey Find ings Report |  2025 

Page  1 of 8 
 

Te h a m a  Cou n t y  
Grou n d wa t e r  De m a n d  Ma n a ge m e n t  Su rve y 2025 

 
Report deve loped  by the  Consensus Build ing Institu te  for GSA Staff |  Upda te d  12.1.2025 

 

 
Ove rvie w  
Con t e xt  a n d  Pu rp ose  
To support the  im ple m enta tion  o f the  Susta inab le  Groundwate r Man agem ent Act (SGMA), the  
Teham a Coun ty Flood  Control and  Wate r Conse rva tion  District (District) – the  Groundwa te r 
Susta inab ility Agency (GSA) for Teham a County – has been  conside ring approaches tha t increase  
supp lie s, reduce  dem and , and  m itiga te  d ry we lls .  
 
Com m unity inpu t is  critica l to  the  success of any SGMA dem and  m an agem ent p rogram . In  sum m er-
fa ll 2025, the  District solicited  com m u n it y in p u t  on  t h e  d e ve lop m e n t  o f a  Gr ou n d w a t e r  De m a n d  
Ma n a ge m e n t  Pr ogra m  th rough  a  su rvey and  factshee t (Appendices A and  B).   
 
Th is report sum m arize s th e  feedback rece ived from  110 re sponden ts repre sen ting re siden tia l, 
agricu ltu ra l, and  com m ercia l in te re sts  across the  county. 
 

Ke y Ta ke a w a ys  
● The  survey responden ts were  p redom inan tly r e s id e n t ia l/ d om e s t ic u se  w e ll ow n e r s  (85-

90%), and  m ost re sponden ts owned  we lls  in  Re d  Blu ff a n d  Corn in g.  
● Respondents va lued  groundwate r susta inab ility; howeve r, the ir top  p rioritie s and  conce rns 

revolved  around  cos t s  a n d  fa irn e ss .  
● They strongly p re fe rred  structu re s tha t would  r e cogn ize  r e d u ce d  or  r e sp on sib le  u se  (e .g., 

conse rva tion  or incen tivized  decreased pum ping).  
● There  was a  strong pre fe rence  for a  "t a ilo r e d " fe e  s t r u ct u r e  ove r a  fla t fee , suggesting 

re sponden ts wanted  costs  to  be  p roportion a l to  im p act/usage . 
● Responses ind ica ted  the  com m unity wan ts m ore  sp e cifics  be fore  they’re  ready to  com m it 

to  supporting any specific approach . 
● Regard le ss, re sponden ts gene ra lly p re fe rred  loca l m a n a ge m e n t  ove r Sta te  In te rven tion , 

p rovided  tha t the  loca l p rogram  is fa ir , p ro t e ct s  lo w  w a t e r  u se r s , a n d  r e co gn ize s  go od  
s t e w a rd sh ip .  

● The  survey find ings a lign  with  pub lic com m ents rece ived  during Board  of Directors and  
Groundwate r Com m ission  m ee tings, con firm in g t h a t  fa ir n e ss  a n d  a ffo rd a b ilit y a r e  t op  
p r io r it ie s  (va lida ting the  curren t crite ria  for narrowing down op tions). 

   

  

https://tehamacountywater.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/Demand-Management-Program-Survey-2025_QUESTIONS.pdf
https://tehamacountywater.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/08/Tehama-County-Groundwater-Demand-Management-Factsheet_080725_2.pdf
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Wh o Re sp on d e d  
110 va lid  re sponses were  collected  be tween  August 8 and  Octobe r 10, 2025 (3 re sponses were  
e ssen tia lly b lanks). Respondents we re  p rim arily re siden tia l we ll owners, with  Red  Bluff and  Corn ing 
be ing the  m ost repre sen ted  subbasins. Agricu ltu ra l ope ra tions (“Ops”) participa tion  was m uch  
sm alle r bu t still in form a tive .

 
Based  on  110 va lid  re sponses: 

● Residen tia l/dom estic we lls: ~80 
● Sm all Ag Ops (<50 acre s): ~13 
● Medium  Ag Ops (50–500 acre s): ~6 
● Large  Ag Ops (>500 acre s): ~3 
● Range land /Non-Irriga ted : ~6 
● Othe r/Unknown: ~2 

 

We ll Loca tions  
● Red Bluff: ~49 
● Corn ing: ~22 
● Bowm an: 17 
● Ante lope : 11 
● Los Molinos: ~11 

 

Note: Numbers a re approxima te because three respondents owned wells in multiple subbasins, and many 
indica ted they used groundwa ter for both residentia l/domestic uses and another ca tegory. 
 

Big Pict u re  Th e m e s 
Across responses, the  following them es a rose : 

● Fa irn e ss  fir s t  - p re fe rence  for those  who use  the  m ost wate r to  pay the ir fa ir share , and  
those  who conse rve  a re  rewarded  

● Fin a n cia l s t r e ss  - househ olds/sm all fa rm s ope ra tin g on  tigh t budge ts; keep  costs  as low as 
possib le  

● We ll Re lia b ilit y - p rotect those  m ost vu lne rab le  to  d eclin ing groundwate r im pacts 
● Loca l con t r o l - keep  m anagem ent in  Teham a Coun ty, not the  Sta te   
● Tru st  & Tra n sp a re n cy - be  clear abou t how decisions a re  m ade  and  pre sen t evidence  tha t 

m anagem en t actions and  projects a re  da ta -driven  and  m in im ize  un in tended  consequences   
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Sp e cific Fin d in gs 
Ma n a ge m e n t  Zon e s : Ove ra ll Su p p or t  
The re  was m ore  support than  opposition  for the  concep t of m anagem en t zon es (crea ting zones 
based  on  groundwate r cond itions with  d iffe ren t fee s/re strictions if trigge red). Howeve r, a  la rge  
m idd le  group  wanted  m ore  in form a tion . Pe rspectives varied  across subbasins and  with in , ind ica ting 
a  need  for ta ilored  m essaging and  ou treach  for each  subbasin .  
 
Ove ra ll 

● Strong support/Support if fa ir: 33% 
● Neutra l/Need  m ore  in fo: 26% 

● Oppose : 18% 
● Not answered : 24% 

  
Su b b a sin  

● Red Bluff: Most supportive  (38% 
support; 23% opposed) 

● Corn ing: More  polarized  (24% strongly 
support; 14% strongly op pose ) 

● Los Molinos: Most conce rned  (30% 
oppose ) 

● Ante lope : Gene ra lly supp ortive  (36%; 
0% explicit opposition) 

● Bowm an: Nearly even ly sp lit  

Wa t e r  Use  Typ e  
● Medium  and  la rge  ag ope ra tions 

h igh ly supported  using m anagem ent 
zones (67%) 

● Som e  sm all ag ope ra tions supported  
m anagem en t zones (23%), bu t m ost 
we re  neu tra l or unce rta in   

● Dom estic use rs were  m ore  d ivided , 
with  23% supporting m an agem ent 
zones and  21% opposing (48% were  
neu tra l or unce rta in ) 

  

Fe e  St ru ct u re  Pre fe r e n ce s  (Op t ion  A: Sim p le  vs  Op t ion  B: Ta ilo re d ) 
Overa ll, re sponden ts tended  to  favor Option  B (ta ilo red  fee  structu re ), e specially am ong dom estic 
we ll owners. Dom estic use rs p re fe rred  a  m ore  com plex adm in istra tive  system , as long as it 
guaran teed  tha t costs  would  be  strongly tied  to  usage /im pact. Sm all ag ope ra tions appeared  to  
worry tha t a  "Sim ple /Fla t" fee  (Option  A) would  m ake  them  to  pay a  d isproportiona te ly h igh  share  of 
the  costs  re la tive  to  the ir actua l im p act. They wante d  a  system  tha t d istingu ishes them  from  la rge  ag 
ope ra tions. The re  was not a  notab le  trend  am ong th e  sm all sam ple  size  of la rge  ag ope ra tions (one  
p re fe rred  Option  A, one  p re fe rred  Option  B, and  on e  d id  not p rovide  an  answer).  
 
Ove ra ll 

● Option  A (sim ple ): 17% 
● Option  B (ta ilored): 46% 

● Neutra l/no p re fe rence : 10% 
● Not answered : 26% 

 
Su b b a sin  
All subbasins p re fe rred  Option  B (ta ilored) ove r Option  A (sim ple ) 

● Los Molinos: 60% (vs. 10% for A) 
● Red Bluff: 48% (vs. 23% for A) 
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● Corn ing: 43% (vs. 10% for A) 
● Bowm an 41% (vs. 18% for A) 
● Ante lope : 36% (vs. 9% for A) 

 
Wa t e r  Use  Typ e  

● Residen tia l use rs favored  Option  B (ta ilored) (50%) ove r Option  A (sim ple )(16%) 
● Sm all ag ope ra tions stron gly favored  Option  B (56%) ove r Option  A (11%) 
● Large  ag ope ra tions and  range land  owners were  sp lit even ly 

 

Fin a n cia l Sit u a t ion  
Su b b a sin   
Residen ts, e specia lly in  Corn ing Subbasin , ind ica ted  they were  fee  ave rse . Red  Bluff showed  a  m ore  
nuanced  m ix of willingness and  conce rn , ind ica ting the  groundwate r conce rns m ay be  ove rrid ing 
gene ra l an ti-fee  sen tim ent.  
 
I understand groundwa ter management requires fees, but my budget is limited. 

● Corn ing: 43% 
● Red Bluff: 21% 

I do not want any more fees, but I prefer loca l control over Sta te… 
● Corn ing: 29% 
● Red Bluff: 29% 

Loca l control and groundwa ter protection a re importa nt to me; I am willing to pay my sha re 
● Corn ing: 0% 
● Red Bluff: 21% 

 
Ante lope  and  Los Molinos  re sponden ts tended  to  se lect “Pre fe r not to  answer” (50% of re sponden ts 
in  each  basin ). 
 
Wa t e r  Use  Typ e  
"Willingness to  Pay" sca led  with  size , with  la rge  ag ope ra tions be ing the  m ost willing to  pay in  
exchange  for re ta in ing loca l con trol. Mediu m  and  sm all ag ope ra tions ind ica ted  they were  
sign ifican tly m ore  constra ined  by "Lim ited  Budge ts." Most re siden tia l we ll owners cited  lim ited  
budge t conce rns or a t le ast a  p re fe rence  for loca l con trol. 

● Residen tia l on ly: Lim ited  b udge t (29%) or p re fe rred  loca l con trol ove r Sta te  (23%) 
● Sm all Ag Opera tions/Mixed : Lim ited  budge t (23%) or p re fe rred  loca l con trol (15%) 
● Medium  Ag Ops: Lim ited  budge t (67%) or p re fe r loca l con trol (33%) 
● Large  Ag Opera tions: p re fe r loca l con trol (67%) or willing to  pay (33%) 
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Pr io r it ie s  a n d  Con ce rn s 
Pr io r it ie s  
Respondents p rioritized  a ffordab ility above  a ll e lse , with  "Keeping costs/fee s low" ranking as the  top  
p riority for a lm ost eve ry group , includ ing re siden tia l use rs, sm all ag ope ra tion s, and  range land  
owners. Large  agricu ltu ra l ope ra tions d ive rged  from  th is trend , p rioritizing "Flexib ility to  adap t to  
conditions," ind ica ting they a re  m ore  conce rned  about ove rly corrective /rigid  m anagem en t actions.   
 
Ove ra ll 
Top  5 Prioritie s across a ll 110 re sponden ts: 

1. Keeping costs/fees low (45%) 
2. Protecting sm all fa rm s an d  ru ra l re siden ts (32%) 
3. Ensuring fa irness across a ll use rs (28%) 
4. Local con trol ove r decisions (21%) 
5. Protecting p rope rty va lue s (17%) 
Ca lcula tion Note: Tota l percentages exceed 100% because respondents could select up to 3 options. 

 
Top  Pr io r it y b y Su b b a sin  

• Corn ing: “Keeping costs  low”  
• Red Bluff: “Keep ing costs  low”  
• Ante lope : “Prope rty va lue s”  
• Los Molinos: “Ensuring fa irness”  
• Bowm an: “Keeping costs  low”  

Top  Pr io r it y Wa t e r  Use  Typ e  
• Residen tia l we ll owners, sm all ag 

ope ra tions, and  range lan ds cited  
“Keeping costs  low” as the ir top  p riority.  

• Large  ag ope ra tions se lected  “Flexib ility 
to  adap t to  conditions” as the ir top  
p riority. 

 

Top  Wa t e r  Re s t r ict io n  Con ce rn s  
The  top  two conce rns were  tied  for first p lace , h igh ligh ting the  dua l p re ssure s facing re sponden ts: 

1. "Too costly for m y ope ra tion /household" (40%) 
2. "Fairness of how re strictions a re  app lied" (40%) 
3. "Dom estic we ll re liab ility" (31%) 
4. "Loss of loca l con trol" (25%) 
5. “Im pact on  p rope rty va lue s” (23%) 
Ca lcula tion Note: Tota l percentages exceed 100% because respondents could select up to 3 options. 

 
Additiona l conce rns included  expanding gove rnm ent actions, b lam ing la rge  ag ope ra tions, s topp ing 
wate r ine fficiencie s, and  ine ffective  m anagem ent (m oving too fas t or too slow).  
 
Top  Con ce rn  b y Su b b a sin  

• Corn ing: “Costs” 
• Red Bluff: “Fa irness” 
• Ante lope : “Fa irness” and  “Well Re liab ility” 
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• Los Molinos: “Costs” and  “Fairness” 
• Bowm an: ”Costs” and  “Fairness”  

 
Top  Con ce rn  Wa t e r  Use  Typ e  

• Residen tia l we ll owners’ top  conce rns were  “Fairness” and  “Costs” 
• Sm all ag ope ra tions were  m ost conce rned  about “Costs” 
• Large  ag ope ra tions se lected  “Fairness” as the ir top  conce rn . 
• Range land  owners were  m ost conce rned  about “Losing Loca l Control” 

  

Com m e n t s  on  Ad d it ion a l Ch a lle n ge s 
Based  on  46 substan tive  open-ended  re sponses, the  feedback revea led  deep skep ticism  and  anxie ty 
regard ing p roposed  groundwate r m an agem ent fee s. Even  the  supportive  voice s em phasized  
transparency, fa irness, and  scien tific rigor.  
 
The  conce rns coa le sced  a round  five  p rim ary them es: fa irness conce rns, financia l vu lne rab ility, 
d istrust of gove rnance  and  da ta , un in tended  risks, and  environm enta l va lues. The  com m ents 
e leva ted  a  sixth  them e  – m any conce rns were  based  on  inaccura te  narra tive s, em phasizing a  need  
to  cla rify tru ths vs. fa lsehoods. 
 
1. Fa irn e ss  Na r r a t ive s : A Mu lt i-fa ce t e d  Tw o-Sid e d  “Us vs . Th e m ” Dyn a m ic 
The  m ost pe rvasive  sen tim ent was a  fractu red  "Us vs. Them " dynam ic, bu t it was not a  sim ple  story. 

● Residen tia l Upse t: Residen tia l we ll owners ove rwhelm ingly fe lt they were  be ing pena lized  for 
dep le tion  caused  by la rge -sca le  agricu ltu re . Many sta ted  tha t the ir dom estic u sage  is  
negligib le  com pared  to  "corpora te  ranches" and  "m assive  orchards," noting tha t the ir wate r 
tab le s on ly d rop  when  agricu ltu ra l irriga tion  begins in  the  spring. The re  was strong 
re sistance  to  subsid izing com m ercia l ope ra tions, with  exp licit ca lls  to  "m e te r the  corpora te  
ranches" ra the r than  “taxing households tha t use  wate r for basic su rviva l.” 

● Sm all Farm er Pre ssure s: Agricu ltu ra l re sponden ts (80% of whom  were  sm all fam ily fa rm s 
unde r 50 acre s or live stock ope ra tions) revea led  a  secondary inequ ity. These  fa rm ers fe lt 
unfa irly grouped  toge the r with  "Big Ag" and  pun ished  by "b lun t instrum en ts" tha t trea t a ll 
agricu ltu re  the  sam e . 

○ Seve ra l fa rm ers noted  they m ade  re sponsib le  investm ents to  fa rm  on  land  with  
abundan t wate r, ye t they were  be ing "punished  to  support o the rs" who chose  to  
fa rm  in  unsusta inab le  loca tions. 

○ Sm all fa rm ing ope ra tions cau tioned  th a t rigid  fee s and  re strictions wouldn’t ju st cu t 
in to  p rofits—they would  th rea ten  the  "destruction  of life  savings" and  the  loss of 
m ulti-gene ra tiona l fam ily investm ents. 

● Large  Ag Opera tions Pragm atism : Due  to  the  ve ry sm all sam ple  size  am ong survey 
re sponden ts, it is  cha llenging to  d raw broade r conclusions about la rge  ag ope ra tions. 
Howeve r, of the se  re sponden ts, the re  was an  acknowledgem ent tha t som e  leve l of dem and  
m anagem en t is  necessary to  re ta in  loca l con trol and  even  a  willingness to  pay the ir fa ir 
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share , bu t they strongly ca ll for enough  flexib ility and  not ove r-corrective  m easure s.  
 
The re  were  a  handfu l of re sponses tha t iden tified  opportun itie s to  addre ss the  “Us vs. Them ” 
narra tive .  Responden ts u rged  for d iffe ren t wate r use rs to  find  shared  goa ls and  approach  the  
groundwate r issues as partne rs.  
 
2. Fin a n cia l Vu ln e ra b ilit y  
A sign ifican t portion  of re sponden ts iden tified  as re tiree s or residen ts on  fixed  incom es who cannot 
absorb  add itiona l costs . Seve ra l noted  they have  a lready incurred  heavy costs deepen ing we lls  or 
rep lacing pum ps and  had  no rem ain ing budge t for District fee s. For th is  dem ograph ic, fee  increase s 
were  viewed  as a  th rea t to  the ir ab ility to  rem ain  in  the ir hom es. 
 
3. Dis t ru s t  o f Gove rn a n ce  a n d  Scie n ce   
While  the re  was a  strong pre fe rence  for loca l ove r sta te  con trol, com m ents revea led  a  need  for 
grea te r transparency and  assurance  to  bu ild  trust in  the  GSA's actions. In  gene ra l, re sponden ts 
ca lled  for science  and  m anagem ent transp arency and  accountab ility to  dem onstra te  funds a re  used  
e ffective ly to  addre ss groundwate r p rob lem s. Additiona lly, a  recurring conce rn  was tha t in itia l fee s 
or m onitoring requ irem en ts would  inevitab ly increase  ove r tim e  withou t checks and  ba lances. 
Residen ts asked  for assurances aga inst "fee s tha t in crease  ove r tim e  with  no re strictions."  
 
4. Un in t e n d e d  Con se q u e n ce s   
Respondents iden tified  a  range  of poten tia l consequ ences tha t the  District shou ld  be  cau tious 
about. Residen ts warned  tha t strict wate r re striction s cou ld  com prom ise  physica l sa fe ty, specifica lly 
regard ing wild fire  p rotection  (m ain ta in ing green  "de fensib le  space"). Additiona lly, m any em phasized  
tha t groundwate r is  a  p rope rty righ t and  fe lt tha t re strictions would  unfa irly deva lue  the ir land  and  
investm ents. 
 
5. En viron m e n t a l Va lu e s   
Respondents expre ssed  a  strong desire  for groundwate r m an agem ent solu tions tha t a lign  with  
na tu ra l system s (e .g., creek re stora tion) ra the r th an  enginee red  "fixes" like  a rtificia l recharge  
approaches tha t m igh t in troduce  new risks (citing wate r qua lity conce rns). Multip le  agricu ltu ra l 
re sponden ts em phasized  tha t fa rm ers shou ld  be  viewed  as partne rs in  environm enta l hea lth  (e .g., 
absorb ing carbon  and  care taking the  land).  
 
6. In a ccu ra t e  Na r r a t ive s  (Myt h  v Re a lit y) 
Seve ra l conce rns appeared  to  be  based  on  m isconstrued  pe rcep tions, particu la rly tha t the  District 
will requ ire  we ll m e te ring, issue  we ll m ora toriu m s, take  away wate r righ ts, and  issue  a  tax tha t goes 
to  the  Cou nty’s Gene ra l Fund . Desp ite  the se  inaccura te  pe rcep tions, the se  re flect extrem e ly va lid  
com m unity conce rns, and  a  h igh  p riority need  to  cla rify rea lity vs. m yth .  
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Wh a t  Th is  Me a n s  fo r  t h e  De m a n d  Ma n a ge m e n t  Progra m  
The  com m unity’s conce rns were  not just abou t grou ndwate r — they were  about trust, fa irness, and  
be ing heard . These  find ings can  he lp  gu ide  how the  District p rioritize s p rogram  e lem ents and  
im plem enta tion . 

 
Me ssa gin g a n d  e n ga ge m e n t  m u s t  
e m p h a s ize : 

● Fairness 
● Data-driven  decision  m aking 
● Local con trol 
● Sim plicity 
● Tradeoffs  
● Clear, consisten t com m un ica tion  
● Reassurance  tha t m e te rin g won’t be  

requ ired  
● Opportun itie s for feedback 

 
Tra n sp a re n cy is  e sse n t ia l: 

● What op tions were  conside red  and  
the ir tradeoffs 

● How fees a re  ca lcu la ted  
● How zone  boundarie s a re  d rawn 
● What trigge rs actions  

 

 
Im p lica t ion s  fo r  Po licy De s ign  

● Fee  structu re  conside rs the  ab ility to  
pay 

● Managem ent zones requ ire  a  clear 
scien tific basis  

● Robust appe a l p rocess 
● Well-deve loped  ou treach  stra tegy 
● Opportun ity to  a lign  with  com m unity 

va lues (loca l con trol + fa irness) 
● Com m itm ent to  review and  adap t to  

be  re sponsive  to  groundwate r needs 

 
Op p or t u n it ie s  t o  Bu ild  Su p p or t  

● Position  dem and  m anagem ent as 
p reven ting Sta te  takeove r 

● Pair fee s with  visib le  benefits  
(p rojects, we ll support, m onitoring) 

● Protections for dom estic we lls 
● Iden tify shared  goa ls and  advance  

m ulti-bene ficia l e fforts

 Wh a t  t o  Con sid e r  Ne xt  
● Where  is  add itiona l ana lysis  needed? 
● How will we  re spond  to  the  core  conce rns: fa irness, a fford ab ility, trust? 
● Are  the re  specific engagem ent needs? 

○ More  and  d ive rse  ag pe rspectives given  the  sm all sam ple  size  
○ Mixed  use : residen tia l + ag (“hobby fa rm s” or “ru ra l e sta te s”) 
○ Poten tia lly subbasin -specific engagem ent 

● Which  issues need  cla rifica tion  be fore  p re sen ting to  the  pub lic? (e .g., tradeoffs  and  cost-
bene fit va lue  of d iffe ren t approaches) 

  

Ap p e n d ice s 
Appendix A - Survey Questions  
Appendix B - Factshee t 

https://tehamacountywater.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/Demand-Management-Program-Survey-2025_QUESTIONS.pdf
https://tehamacountywater.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/08/Tehama-County-Groundwater-Demand-Management-Factsheet_080725_2.pdf
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